placed me, in the categories of that period, among the "rabbinists" rather than the "hellenists," and a visit in 1954 to Qumran and to the Rockefeller Museum in Jerusalem, where the analysis of the Scrolls was proceeding, left a deep impression of the significance of the discoveries for the beginnings of Christianity. The importance of the pesher commentaries, of 4QFlorilegium, of 4QTestimonia, and of other midrashim combined with my dissertation topic 1 to raise questions about the secondary role given the NT's use of the OT by the then-dominant reconstruction of the ministry of Jesus and by what is now called the classical form criticism.
Semitic attitudes that sought to distance Jesus from Judaism altogether, 4 and by quasiMarcionite attitudes that regarded the OT as redundant and unhealthy for a contemporary expression of the Christian faith.
A Marcionite approach is most clearly seen in the writings of Adolf Harnack:
[T]he rejection of the Old Testament in the second century was a mistake…; to maintain it in the sixteenth century was a fate from which the Reformation was not yet able to escape; but still to preserve it... as a canonical document... is the consequence of a religious and ecclesiastical crippling. [The Old Testament] will be everywhere esteemed and treasured in its distinctiveness and its significance (the prophets) only when the canonical authority to which it is not entitled is withdrawn from it.... [The Gospel] requires no attestation by external authorities and proofs from prophecy. 5 Members of the history-of-religions school, with which Harnack had his differences, reflected a similar disregard for the OT in their attempt to explain Christianity in terms of contemporary Jewish and [p.61] pagan culture and religions. 6 Otto Pfleiderer, who is regarded as the father of the history-ofreligions theology, 7 treated Christian origins more as an increasing deliverance from the OT than as a fulfillment of it. 8 William Wrede thought that "Paul signifies a very wide [theological] distance from Jesus" and that "Judaism, not the Old Testament, is the basis of Christianity in the history of religion." 9 While Wilhelm Bousset recognized the importance of biblical exegesis in the Judaism of Christ's day, 10 he interpreted the origin and development of NT theology as a radical departure from the OT and from contemporary Jewish thought. 11 Rudolf Bultmann, a convinced adherent of Weiss's "apocalyptic Jesus" 12 and heir of the history-of-religions school, 13 rejected a salvation-history interpretation that understood the NT in terms of the fulfillment of OT promises 14 and, [p.62] with his existentialist hermeneutic, he gave at most a very limited affirmation of the value of the OT:
...to the Christian faith the Old Testament is not in the true sense God's Word. So far as the church proclaims the Old Testament as God's Word, it just finds in it again what is already known from the revelation in Jesus Christ. 15 From this perspective Bultmann contended that isolated (apocalyptic) proclamations of Jesus were only gradually developed by the post-resurrection church into biblically supported teachings and arguments, which were then put into the mouth of Jesus. 16 In my view Bultmann read the development precisely backwards. The sayings of Jesus originally belonged to a context, often an expository (midrashic) context, and separate or clustered sayings and stories (parables) and quotations without a context were often disassembled midrash and represented secondary and tertiary stages in the history of the Gospel tradition. 17 The Dead Sea Scrolls have helped us to see that Jesus' teachings, like those of other Jewish religious leaders of the time, had to do with inter alia instructions and controversies about the interpretation of Scripture, and they cannot be reduced to apocalyptic proclamations. Indeed, in the light of the Scrolls, which of course were discovered only after Bultmann was over 60 years of age, nothing is so foreign to the historical situation as the picture of Jesus wandering around Galilee uttering apothegms about wisdom and about the end of the world. 18 Even John the Baptist exhibits in the Gospels some traits of a teachergathering pupils (maqhta…) 19 and informing them about their duties and
about his own role and that of the Coming One. 20 In some respects Jesus is set in contrast to the Baptist, 21 and he is certainly not analogous to Jesus ben Ananiah, the incessant oracle of woe against Jerusalem. 22 Because the Jesus of the Gospels was so distant from Weiss's "apocalyptic Jesus," Bultmann was obliged, given his presuppositions, to assign the bulk of the gospel tradition to the creative activity of the post-resurrection Christian congregations. While he did recognize that "characteristics of a rabbi" were present in Jesus' ministry, "unless the tradition has radically distorted the picture," he did not connect this to a view of Jesus as a teacher of Scripture.
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The views of Weiss and Dodd found a corrective in W. G. Kümmel's arguments that Jesus presented the kingdom of God as both a "present and future" reality, 24 a view that gained further support in subsequent investigations. 25 Furthermore, Jesus presented his message concerning the kingdom of God, and specifically his apocalyptic discourse, as an exposition of Scripture, as Lars Hartman rightly saw. 26 He is represented in the Gospels occasionally as prof»thj 27 but ordinarily and in all strata as ·abb… = ybr or its Greek equivalent did£skaloj, 28 and his close adherents are known as maqhta…, The disciples' role is a "witness to Jesus and not the reception and transmission of His own proclamation." ·abb… by his disciples and others, this shows that he conducted himself like the Jewish [Scripture scholars]" (grammate‹j), whose role was to give authoritative interpretations of Scripture. 30 However, apparently influenced by existential theology and the classical form criticism, Lohse understood Jesus' word with ™xous…a to exclude the task of having to establish his teachings from Scripture. 31 But that is precisely the question, and in the context of first-century Judaism Lohse appears to fall into a false dichotomy. No one in the early church manifested more ™xous…a than the Apostle Paul, and he is at his liveliest when expounding Scripture (Gal 3-4; Romans 1-4; 9-11; 1 Corinthians 1-4; 10). Jesus also is said to teach "with authority" precisely when he was giving biblical expositions, that is, in the synagogue.
32

NEW DIRECTIONS IN FORM CRITICISM
Form criticism became increasingly dominant but it experienced, in the words of Hans Conzelmann, a "certain stagnation" 33 and also failed to gain full acceptance either on the Continent 34 or in Anglo-American circles, where Jesus' role as teacher continued to be emphasized. 35 Two developments in the 1960s served to undermine the
assumptions on which the form criticism of the 1920s had been built and pointed the way to a redefinition of the discipline. The first addressed questions about the nature of the transmission of religious traditions in first-century Judaism, and the second discovered analogies between forms or patterns of OT exposition attributed to Jesus and those in contemporary Jewish writings.
Harald Riesenfeld 36 and more elaborately his pupil, Birger Gerhardsson 37 challenged the earlier assumption that the gospel traditions were transmitted like folklore in which various jackleg preachers or an amorphous "community" created and/or radically reshaped traditions about Jesus' words and deeds. They drew an analogy with the transmission of rabbinic tradition from master to pupil and argued that the Evangelists "did not take their traditions from [the contexts of preaching and debates]. They worked on a basis of a fixed distinct tradition from, and about, Jesus-a tradition which was partly memorized and partly written down..., but invariably isolated from the teaching of other doctrinal authorities." 38 In a word, for the earlier axiom, "Am Anfang war die Predigt," 39 they substituted another: "In the beginning was the school." While the rabbinic analogy would need to be qualified, 40 their work represented a solid advance in our understanding of the formation and transmission of the gospel traditions.
[p.66]
Rainer Riesner furthered the theses that the transmission of Jesus' words and deeds began in his preresurrection mission and was a "consciously preserved teaching tradition" of a "prophetic teacher," thereby qualifying (as I had done) Gerhardsson's rabbinic analogy. 42 Indeed, the prophetic gifts of the apostolic traditioners best explain how and why "they not only preserved but also altered and elaborated the tradition of Jesus' teachings as well as the description of events."
43 That is, they treated the holy word of Jesus as they did the holy word of the OT, whose texts they likewise could handle with considerable freedom. In the latter case they had a precedent in the practice of Jesus and of the Qumran writers, who also used "charismatic exegesis The classical form analysis had long been censured for its neglect of Jewish backgrounds in its classification of the "forms" and in its rationale for their organization and collection in the Gospels. 46 A second development in the sixties furthered that criticism. It was the discovery 38 Gerhardsson In the past two decades further research brought a recognition that the gospel forms were reduced to writing much earlier than was previously supposed. 52 However, the advances most significant for the present topic are (1) a careful and schooled transmission of Jesus' teachings by apostolic tradents and (2) the presence in those teachings of biblical expositions that provided the foundation for several theological motifs in the early church. If these studies are well-founded, one may conclude that NT theology began with the biblical expositions of Jesus.
[p. 68] posing a false dichotomy which, since the work of M. Hengel and others, we now can better see. Nonetheless, the Gospels reflect a Greek world that had been mediated through Judaism. To that extent the criticisms of Fiebig and Doeve still apply. Cf It is widely accepted that Jesus made messianic claims, if only implicitly, and that he expressed his understanding, at least in part, in terms of OT texts. 53 Given the conception of the gospel tradition argued above, he also accepted messianic 54 and divine 55 titles, although he redefined them in terms of the humble King, 56 the Suffering Servant and the mysterious figure of the Son of Man. 57 He was apparently the first to combine the conceptions of the royal Messiah and the Servant 58 and was certainly the first to interpret them in terms of the Danielic Son of Man, probably to be understood (also) as a divine figure. 59 But Jesus' use of the OT went further than that. understanding of the messianic meaning of Scripture, and he also instructed his followers and refuted his opponents by means of biblical commentary, as may be seen in the transmitted summaries in the Gospels. These expositions (midrashim) were utilized in the congregations of four apostolic missions-Jacobean-Matthean, Petrine, Pauline, Johannine-and some were included in the four Gospels, each of which was initially produced for churches of those respective missions. In addition, those in the triple tradition episodes (T), i.e., those found in the three Synoptic Gospels, sometimes reveal in the agreements of Matthew and Luke against Luke. Such midrashim lie at the bedrock of the Synoptic tradition; others are found only in one 64 or two Gospels. 65 All of them reflect some reworking and updating, but if the research cited above is valid, they were transmitted in an intentional manner by trained traditioners and Evangelists and retain the substance of the pre-resurrection teaching of Jesus.
The gospel traditioners organized, and thus explained, events in Jesus' ministry in terms of OT texts, and they did so in patterns similar to proem and yelammedenu midrash. 66 They presented Jesus' use of Scripture sometimes as allusions, in which the biblical reference can only be inferred, 67 sometimes as separate and isolated quotations 68 and sometimes as explicit midrashim. The allusions and the separate quotations appear at times to represent a summary or detached portions of original dominical expositions, and the retained expository patterns concern conduct (halakah), 69 messianic expectations 70 and last things, 71 all of which were doubtless [p. 70] important for theological issues in the apostolic church. But did they and other biblical allusions and quotations of Jesus become a source and foundation for these theological motifs in the rest of the NT literature?
EXPOSITIONS OF JESUS USED BY PAUL
Halakoth
Among his biblical debates Jesus gives an exposition in Matt 12:1-8 (T + Q) that relativizes Sabbath observance. He places it among the law's commands (halakoth) concerning rituals and regulations that could be disregarded for due cause even in the Old Covenant (4-5), how much more in the messianic age in which such regulations are superseded (6, 8) . As he elsewhere condemns the churchmen-opponents for "ignoring the weightier matters of the law," 72 for tithing produce and neglecting "justice and the love of God," 73 so here he subordinates the sabbath observance to his disciples' hunger and does so by applying an OT text (8; Hos 6:6).
When the Apostle Paul puts Sabbath observances among the adiaphora 74 and deplores a focus on such practices by Gentile believers, 75 he expresses a similar distinction between the "parking meter" aspects of the OT law whose enforcement time is past 76 and the moral aspects that abide. 77 It is reasonable to suppose that the Apostle derives such distinctions from Jesus, who had established them by biblical expositions like Matt 12:1-8 and 15:1-20. 78 But since he does not cite a dominical precedent, are there clearer examples?
In Matt 15:1-20 (= Mark 7:1-23) Jesus engages in a similar exposition in which he subordinates ceremonial washing to the fifth commandment to "honor your father and your mother" (4) and concludes the midrash with a vice list that is a contemporized rendering of almost all of the Second Table of 80 They evidence a closer relationship to the Jesus-tradition than to the vice lists found in Judaism, which were also partly based upon the Decalogue. 81 It is reasonable to suppose that they (or their traditions) depend in part on the biblical expositions of Jesus but, again, they do not cite a dominical precedent.
Jesus' teaching on divorce at Matt 19:3-9 = Mark 10:2-9 provides a clear example of a midrash whose extracted teaching was transmitted separately to Christ's followers. It may be so utilized by Jesus or by his apostolic traditioners in Matt 5:31-32. 82 and Luke 16:18 and, more clearly, by Paul in 1 Cor 7:10-11. Paul cites a Jesus-tradition that "a wife not separate (cwrisqÁnai) from her husband but, if she separates, let her remain unmarried...; and that a husband not leave his wife." He is closer to the exposition in Matthew 19 = Mark 10 than to the other Synoptic divorce logia, both in the use of the term, "separate," and in the construction of an independent clause followed by a conditional clause (¥n, ™£n). 83 He is closer to Mark (10:12) in highlighting the wife and closer to Matthew (19:10ff.) in associating this instruction with the alternative of remaining unmarried and with a teaching on the corporate body formed in the sexual union (1 Cor 7:7; 6:16), a matter to which we shall return. It is probable that in his teaching against divorce and remarriage Paul depends on the exposition of Jesus that was preserved in summary form in Matthew 19 and Mark 10.
Last Things
Jesus' eschatological discourse in Matt 24:4-31 (T + Q) represents a reworked commentary on a number of OT texts, especially from
Daniel. 84 It may be alluded to in a number of "antichrist" references in the Johannine letters 85 and, if the following parables were an application of or associated with the commentary, it may lie behind a number of references in 1-2 Thessalonians. However, whether the discourse is used by Paul in the Thessalonian letters is a matter of some debate. 86 Paul's use of Jesus-traditions here and elsewhere will depend largely on one's assumptions about the transmission of the gospel traditions. It will appear improbable to those who, following the classical form criticism, think that isolated sayings of Jesus floated about like leaves on a lake to be picked up here and there in passing. It will appear quite differently to those who are convinced that Jesus' teachings were carefully formulated in episodic units and designed from the beginning for an ordered transmission by apostolic leaders with whom, as Acts and the Pauline letters attest, Paul was in a close relationship. 87 Paul's knowledge of Jesus' midrash on Daniel and of other dominical parables attached to it (or to similar expositions) is also supported by the probability that by AD 40 it was being read in congregations of the Jacobean and Petrine missions. 88 In such a situation the cluster of parallels between the Synoptic apocalypse (Matthean form) and 1 Thessalonians 5 is hardly coincidental: the Lord's coming "as a thief," "when they are saying peace and safety," and bringing destruction; 89 the call to watchfulness; the warning against sleeping and drunkenness. 90 That the Thessalonians have a knowledge of Jesustradition(s) is strengthened when 1 Thess 5:2b-11 is introduced as something that they know (o ‡date Óti, 5:2), that is, that had been traditioned to them earlier. Even if only the thief image is accepted as a reference to a Jesus-tradition (Tuckett, "possible"), it points not to an isolated saying but to a larger complex of dominical teaching on the subject, known to Paul and traditioned [p.73] to the Thessalonians. This follows from Paul's practice of transmitting a variety of traditions, including Jesus-traditions, 91 in teaching his congregations, both the Thessalonians 92 and others. 93 Probably 1 Thess 5:2b-11b is a pastische summarizing traditions that Paul and Silas had taught them earlier, traditions that included expositions of Jesus known to us from the Synoptic Gospels.
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THE ESCHATOLOGICAL TEMPLE
Jesus identifies himself with the eschatological temple in two images, the cornerstone of the temple and the temple itself. 95 In a midrash on Isaiah 5 at Matt 21:33-46 (T + Q) he implicitly speaks of himself as the rejected temple-stone in a citation of Ps 118:22, a psalm that celebrated the (anticipated) enthronement of the Messiah of the house of David: 96 The [temple] stone that the builders rejected This one has become the head of the corner.
Jesus uses the passage as an "eschatological threat," 97 but after his resurrection his apostles employ the same motif and text for Jesus' resurrection-victory. According to Acts 4:11 Peter does so in a sermon, and both he and Paul do so in a more elaborate manner in expositions in their letters. 1 Pet 2:4-10, which is probably a preformed midrash, 98 combines quotations of Ps 118:17; Isa 8:14; 28:16; and Rom 9:33 merges the two Isaiah texts, also within a commentary context. 99 As C. H. Dodd demonstrated, 1 Peter did not use Romans nor vice versa, but both Paul and Peter, writing independently, "made use of a twofold testimonium already current in the pre-canonical tradition...." 100 They used this messianic "stone" testimonium [p. 74] because Jesus had already done so in a biblical exposition known to them. That is, in his citation of Psalm 118 Jesus identified himself as the cornerstone in God's eschatological temple. After his resurrection the apostolic tradition expanded this temple-stone motif with an understanding of Jesus as a corporate being including his followers. In this way it not only
